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Abstract  
Knowledge is a fundamental asset for firms in the contemporary economy. Promoting knowledge 
sharing within organizations is an increasingly important challenge for managers. Past literature in 
organizational studies has focused on personal motivations to explain knowledge sharing behaviors. 
We see an organization as consisting of multiple networks simultaneously, e.g. informational, 
structural, and relational networks. We propose a model to understand the individual knowledge 
sharing behavior from informational, structural, and relational perspectives in an organizational 
context. We find that in the context of interpersonal task related knowledge sharing, perceived value of 
knowledge, empathy and dependence play a critical role in knowledge sharing while the impacts of 
competition and relationship building are insignificant.  
Keywords: Organizational knowledge network, knowledge sharing, structural network, relational 
network, informational network, knowledge sharing 
 
1 INTRODUCTION 
Knowledge is a fundamental asset for firms in the contemporary economy (Tiwana & Bush 2005). 
Promoting knowledge creation and sharing within organization is an increasingly important challenge 
for managers (Kogut & Zneder 1992). It is generally believed that organizations are likely to be more 
innovative, effective and successful in their respective industry if they can make full use of their 
expertise and knowledge (Grant 1996). However, in real practice, knowledge sharing is rarely 
spontaneous and remains problematic in many modern organizations. Why do employees share 
knowledge? Several literatures on communication network, organizational learning and trust have 
addressed this problem from different perspectives. Many past studies have focused on the motivations 
of employees to contribute knowledge to electronic knowledge repositories (Bock et al. 2005; 
Kankanhalli et al. 2005). There is little research done on interpersonal sharing. 
One emerging perspective to explain organizational behavior is the social network perspective which 
has inspired a plethora of researches in this domain (Barley 1990; Monge & Eisenberg 1987). Both 
formal and information organizational structures are regarded as important components of 
organizational communication networks, influence networks, advice networks and task networks 
(Monge & Eisenberg 1987). However, the social network perspective often takes the network structure 
as an antecedent to affect its impact on employee behavior. An intriguing question is: How does a 
social network come into being in the first place?  
Knowledge sharing is an important element of organizational communication. The focus of this study 
is on knowledge sharing. Particularly, we are interested in what factors affect the frequency that an 
individual shares his knowledge with another person. The unit of our analysis is knowledge sharing 
dyads. Because frequency of communication between two parties is often a measure of 
communication tie strength, knowledge sharing frequency is an important element of communication 
tie strength. The understanding of the antecedents of knowledge sharing frequency helps explain the 
formation of organizational communication network. Information sharing explains employees’ 
spontaneous effort to enhance organizational communication network. In this study, we consider 
knowledge sharing as a function of not only personal motivation, but also knowledge one possesses, 
and the formal and relational network one keeps with a receiver. In the following sections, we will 
review related literature and propose a model to explain knowledge sharing based on the 
informational, structural, and relational perspectives. A preliminary empirical study is then reported. 
2 LITERATURE REVIEW AND THEORETICAL MODEL 
Why do employees share knowledge to colleagues? A similar question has been asked in a more 
general context: How does organizational communication network form? Because knowledge sharing 
is part of organizational communication, the literature of organizational communication offers a 
theoretical lens to study knowledge sharing.  
Research in communication network is increasingly interested in the dynamics of a network. A 
communication network consists of connected communication dyads that transmit and exchange 
messages through time and space (Monge & Contractor, 1999). In the past few decades, many scholars 
(e.g. Barley 1990) have used network analysis as a tool to explain observations within organizations, 
because network analysis offers an opportunity to illustrate both the ideographic and idiosyncratic 
nature of organizational phenomenon (Barley 1990). Many network studies are based on an existing 
network and assume the structure remains stable. Recently, more studies are interested in the evolution 
of the network in organizations. Monge & Eisenberg (1987) have stressed on the importance of the 
emergence of networks. Some researchers approach network dynamics with sophisticated descriptions 
of the manifest changes in networks (e.g., Krackhardt 1994); while others seek a clear, theoretically-
derived understanding of the mechanisms that determine the temporal changes in the phenomenon 
being observed (Stokman & Doreian 1996).  
With the growing interests in the emergence of networks in the domain of organizational studies, 
generative mechanisms which explain how networks facilitate and constrain organizational behavior 
have been identified (Monge & Contractor, 1999). Krackhardt (1994) proposed three relational 
dimensions for network formation model: (i) dependence, the extent to which individuals rely on one 
another to accomplish their tasks, (ii) intensity, the extent to which they interact with one another, and 
(iii) affect, the feelings (love, hate, reverence) individuals have towards one another. In addition, 
Monge and Contractor (1999) gave a concise summary of ten groups of theories related to the 
antecedents and consequence of communication networks. They are:  (a) theories of self-interest 
(social capital theory and transaction cost economics), (b) theories of mutual self-interest and 
collective action, (c) exchange and dependency theories (social exchange, resource dependency, and 
network organizational forms), (d) contagion theories, (social information processing, social cognitive 
theory, institutional theory, structural theory of action), (e) cognitive theories (semantic networks, 
knowledge structures, cognitive social structures, cognitive consistency), (f) theories of homophily 
(social comparison theory, social identity theory), (g) theories of proximity (physical and electronic 
propinquity), (h) uncertainty reduction and contingency theories, (i) social support theories, and (j) 
evolutionary theories. Most network studies in organizations typically hypothesize and examine 
organizational behavior in terms of one of these generative mechanisms (Monge & Contractor 1999). 
While these theories have individual focus, many are overlapping. Some focus on the formation of 
networks, other the dynamics, and still others the consequence. While not all theories are relevant to 
our study, we incorporate the ideas in prior literature to propose a set of relevant mechanism to explain 
what makes an employee share knowledge with his/her colleagues within an organizational context. In 
particular, we identify three relevant perspectives from past theories. They are the informational, 
structural and relational perspective. Accordingly, we propose our research model based on these 
perspectives (Figure 1).  
 
 
Figure 1. Model for personal knowledge sharing  
2.1 Informational Characteristics and Knowledge Sharing  
For the informational perspective, the reason that knowledge sharing or communication relationship 
exists in an organization is that knowledge is unevenly distributed in an organization with some 
employees possessing better knowledge than others. For example, Sambamurthy & Subramani (2005) 
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argued that knowledge is distributed across individuals and teams within an organization; similar 
knowledge is available from strong ties, while novel knowledge has to be retrieved from weak ties. 
Because knowledge distribution is uneven, knowledge sharing and transfer are affected by the value of 
knowledge one possesses. Knowledge that is tacit, external, not easily accessible, or scarce is often 
considered more valuable.  
For the source, the perceived value of his/her knowledge is the premise for his/her knowledge sharing. 
Past theories such as uncertain reduction, social cognitive theory, cognitive social structure theory 
(Monge & Contractor, 1999) suggest that a seeker expects relevant knowledge from a source, and the 
source feels confident to share when he/she perceives high value of possessed knowledge (Thomas-
Hunt et al. 2003). Accuracy, relevance, specificity, reliability and timeliness are regarded as important 
dimensions of interpersonal sources (O’Reilly, 1982). Thomas-Hunt et al. (2003) argued that experts, 
whether self evaluated or regarded by other, were more likely to share knowledge with others. We 
redefine the value of knowledge as the perceived usefulness of the knowledge possessed by a source 
compared to the receiver’s. In other words, value of knowledge is a measure of how useful or helpful 
the knowledge to be shared will be to the receiver in a dyadic relationship. Therefore, we propose that: 
Hypothesis 1. A source’s perceived value of knowledge is positively related to the frequency of the 
source’s knowledge sharing with a receiver. 
2.2 Structural Characteristics and Knowledge Sharing 
The structural perspective refers to the formal or official relationship between a dyad, such as 
hierarchy and work process. Organizations are known to have a formal structure. Historically, 
organizational communication scholars have made important theoretical and empirical distinctions 
between formal and emergent networks. Formal network represents the legitimate authority of the 
organization and is typically reflected in the organizational chart; an emergent network is informal and 
naturally occurring which could extend formal networks. Researchers have provided considerable 
evidences over the years for the coexistence of the two networks. While the importance of informal 
networks has been stressed, the formal networks were presumed to represent the channels of 
communication through which work related information and orders are transmitted horizontally and 
vertically. Structural variables such as hierarchy, size, differentiation and formalization have been 
reviewed by Jablin (1987). This study focuses on some structural network variables which have direct 
impacts on knowledge sharing behavior. 
2.2.1 Dependence 
One formal structural factor is the job dependence of a dyad. Malone and Crowston (1994) proposed 
coordination theory as a framework to understand how organizational members manage dependencies 
between goals, activities, and actors. Typically, the accomplishment of these interdependent activities 
will require and create resources.  Crowston (1997, pp.159-160) notes that “according to coordination 
theory, the activities in a process can be separated into those that are necessary to achieve the goal of 
the process (e.g., that directly contribute to the output of the process) and those that serve primarily to 
manage various dependencies between activities and resources.” Dependencies are managed via 
coordination mechanisms, which as Crowston (1997) points out, are primarily information processing 
activities. Coordination Theories also stated that the structural workflow network in an organization 
serves as a trail of the information processing activities associated with managing these dependencies. 
Individuals i and j could depend on each other for resources such as information about what tasks to 
do next, information about progress on previous tasks, and work skills and knowledge needed to 
complete tasks. The dependence in the workflow between i and j increases the likelihood of 
communication between i and j. This dependency motivates an employee not only to consider her own 
need, but also her partner’s need. The theories of mutual self-interest, collective action, and exchange 
and dependency (Monge & Contractor 1999) are motivated by the underlying dependence among 
employees. Therefore we propose that an employee shares knowledge because of job dependency. 
Stated formally: 
Hypothesis 2. The job dependence between a knowledge source and a receiver is positively related to 
the source’s frequency of knowledge sharing with the receiver. 
2.2.2 Competition 
If dependence represents a drive to share knowledge, competition serves as the opposite. In an 
organizational social network, employees holding similar positions are known to be structural 
equivalence who compete for limited resources such as job security, promotion, and salary increase. 
They choose to monitor each other in order to acquire task relation information (Shah 1998) instead of 
asking each other. We believe that the intensity of competition thwarts knowledge sharing as 
employees want to avoid losing competitive advantage. It should be even obvious in an organization 
where the level of competition for promotion and compensation is high. Hence, we propose that 
competition has a negative relationship with knowledge sharing behavior. Stated formally: 
Hypothesis 3. Competition between a knowledge source and a receiver is negatively related to the 
source’s frequency of knowledge sharing with the receiver.  
2.3 Relational Characteristics and Knowledge Sharing 
While dependence and competition represents the impact of formal structure on knowledge sharing, 
they represent self-interest as a motivation for social action (Coleman, 1986). Theories of self-Interest 
postulate that people make what they believe to be rational choices in order to acquire personal 
benefits (Monge & Contractor, 1999). It is based on the belief that people always try to maximize their 
gain and minimize their loss. Complementary to the self-interest view, human behavior can also be 
motivated (1) by a long term benefit rather than immediate gains and losses, and (2) relational and 
emotional motivations in organizational behaviour that do not ascribe to self-interest.  
2.3.1 Relationship Building 
The motivation to build social capital in a social network is a good example to illustrate people’s 
concern for long term benefit. Since the introduction of the concept in 1986 by Coleman, an 
impressive body of theoretical and empirical evidence has demonstrated its relevance. Burt’s (1992) 
theory of structural holes best represents the application of social capital in network analysis. In Burt’s 
theory, people invest time and effort in building relationships with others, which forms their social 
capital that they could mobilize for a profit. Sharing knowledge with colleagues can be viewed as one 
of the social opportunities where people can invest in. Bock (2005) illustrated that the initial action of 
knowledge sharing to a newcomer in an organization leads to a friendly relationship, and the person 
who has received the help feels an obligation to reciprocate appropriately; the receiver wants to prove 
herself as trustworthy and an exchange relation is established.  
Similarly, the notion of social exchange explains that people who share knowledge expect a return 
(Blau 1964). In more details, social exchange leads to unspecified obligations. Social exchange does 
not involve the bargaining of quantity and form of resources exchanged, neither the schedule (Bock et 
al. 2005). However, employees appreciate the flexibility and take it as a motivation to share 
knowledge (Bock & Kim 2002). Such help is especially appreciated by the receiver when the sharing 
is voluntary. Moreover, Cross and Sproull (2004) indicated that sharing with others one’s expertise or 
other information is an important means to maintain the relationship between the knowledge source 
and receiver. We define the relational benefit as the closer work and personal relationship between two 
parties and propose that the motivation to build such a relationship has a positive relationship with 
knowledge sharing. Stated formally: 
Hypothesis 5. A source’s perceived relationship benefit is positively related to the frequency of 
knowledge sharing with a receiver.  
2.3.2 Empathy 
A helping behavior is not always motivated by a covert plan to build social capital. For many 
instances, people act out of their empathic nature, instead of calculating benefits and costs. Helping 
behavior may take many forms, from the trivial (lending an umbrella when it rains) to the magnificent 
(risking your life to save a drowning man). While there are arguments as for and against that notion 
that helping behavior is truly altruistic or egoistic with a disguise, many would agree that reaching out 
to help another in need is a universal human value and spontaneous reaction (Bendapudi et al. 1996). 
Researches in both the social psychological (Eisenberg & Miller, 1987) and organizational literatures 
(e.g., McNeely & Meglino, 1994) have found associations between empathy and forms of helping 
behavior. And we suggest that knowledge sharing is a form of help-giving behavior. An employee 
shares knowledge with colleagues to help them out. Empathic concern represents the emotional 
experience of compassion and the feeling for others in need. In our context, it is the feeling of the 
knowledge source towards the receiver. Sharing knowledge reduces the knowledge source’s 
discomfort when seeing others in need as well as to increase the welfare of knowledge receiver. We 
hypothesize that:  
Hypothesis 4. A source’s empathic concern towards a receiver is positively related to the source’s 
frequency of knowledge sharing with the receiver. 
2.4 Control Variables 
Our research model has focused on the dyadic factors to voluntary knowledge sharing. There are many 
contextual factors that could potentially affect knowledge sharing. For example, many organizations 
give monetary or performance reward to employees who contribute to the institutional knowledge 
pool. Many researchers thus have emphasized that incentive system is important for successful 
knowledge management (e.g. Bock 2005). Therefore, we include extrinsic rewards as a control 
variable. If rewards are a “pull” strategy, some firms explicitly make knowledge sharing a duty of 
one’s job scope to “push” knowledge sharing. Therefore, we include duty as another control variable. 
Besides such contextual factors, a source could also have intrinsic motivations gain reputation (e.g. 
Bock 2005). We include reputation as another control variable.  
3 RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 
To empirically test the proposed model and hypotheses, we adopted survey methodology. For all 
constructs in the model, wherever available, we generated multiple measurement items either through 
reusing tested items in the literature or creating new ones based on the conceptual discussion in the 
literature. In order to mitigate loss of statistical power in the presence of moderators, we measured the 
dependent variable with a single item using a nine-point scale, in which the lowest value means the 
most frequent (“Once a day”) and the largest value means the lest frequent (“Once every three 
months”). The items for other constructs all used seven-point Likert scales (see Table 1). Finally, we 
administered the survey to IT professionals working in three local companies in Singapore, and 
analyzed the result following the psychometric procedure. The reason we chose IT professionals was 
that because of the fast change in IT industry, they often need to update knowledge. Active knowledge 




Construct Item Wording 
I have a lot of knowledge that is useful to the better outcome of the new system, at least in the 
part that relates to my domain. (Xu & Kim 2006) 
My knowledge is useful to the better performance of the new system, at least in the part that 
relates to my domain. (Xu & Kim 2006) 
Value of 
Knowledge 
If I share all what I know in the system development process, I think the new system will be 
largely improved, at least in the part that relates to my domain.  (Xu & Kim 2006) 
My performance in this project to a large degree is affected by his/her (the person focused on 
above, same below) performance. (Self-developed) 
My job is closely related his/hers. If he/she does not carry out his/her work properly, my 
performance in the project will be affected. (Self-developed) 
Dependence 
His/her output in the project serves as input to my job. If his/her output is poor, my 
performance will ultimately suffer. (Self-developed) 
Sharing my knowledge improves my image in the organization. (Kankanhalli et al. 2005) 
Sharing my knowledge improve others’ recognition of me. (Kankanhalli et al. 2005) 
Reputation 
When I share my knowledge, the people I work with respect me more. (Kankanhalli et al. 
2005) 
Directly or indirectly, our organization gives monetary reward (e.g., salary increases, 
performance bonus) in return for my knowledge sharing. (Bock & Lee 2005) 
Reward 
Directly or indirectly, our organization takes into consideration one’s knowledge contribution 
into the decision of one’s promotion. (Bock & Lee 2005) 
I often have tender, concerned feelings for him/her when he/she encounters problem. (Davis, 
1980) 
Sometimes I feel very sorry for him/her when he/she is having problems. (Davis, 1980) 
When I see him/her have problem, I feel kind of pity for him/her. (Davis, 1980) 
Empathy 
I would describe myself as a pretty soft-hearted person when he/she needs help. (Davis, 
1980) 
How likely will you and he/she compete for the same position in the future?  (Self-
developed) 
The criteria to evaluate his/her and my performance are the same. (Self-developed) 
Competition 
He/she and I have interest conflicts. (Self-developed) 
I do not have any official obligation to share my project-related knowledge with him/her. 
(Self-developed) 
Duty 
The management has not made it clear as to what knowledge I should share to the relevant 
parties. (Self-developed) 
I consider sharing my project-related knowledge to him/her as a way to improve our 
relationship. (Xu & Kim 2006) 
Sharing job project-related knowledge with this person can bring us closer. (Xu & Kim 2006) 
Relationship 
Building 
Sharing project-related knowledge with this person is an important way to maintain our 
relationship. (Xu & Kim 2006) 
Frequency How frequent did you share your project-related knowledge with him/her? [      ]  
(1) More than once a day, (2) once a day, (3) twice a week, (4) once a week, (5) twice a 
month, (6) once a month, (7) once every two months, (8) once every 3 months, (9) even 
longer 
 
Table 1. Constructs & Measures 
3.1 Sample and Data Collection 
To test our hypothesis, as a preliminary study, we approached three IT departments in three 
companies: one was a local financial institution, one a trade information provider and one a local 
university. We also interviewed and met some of the managers and employees. We found out that all 
these three groups conducted knowledge-intensive tasks in their daily work. All three groups were 
engaged in some IT project when we conducted our survey. Because dummy control variables to 
represent the three organizations did not appear to be significant, we put all observations from the 
three organizations together for data analysis. There were a total of 69 respondents – 52 from the 
financial institution, 9 from the trade information provider and 8 from the local university. The reason 
that numbers of respondents are so different was because of the different sizes of these 3 divisions. 
The financial institution is the largest in size and there were about 100 peoples involved in the new 
enterprise system development. The other two groups had much less employees: about 20 employees 
each. One respondent did not answer all the questions and was excluded, leaving only 68 usable 
observations. Sampling bias was not evaluated given the nature of convenience sampling. However, 
most of our subjects were professionals whose job required frequent information sharing and seeking. 
Table 2 summarizes their demographics.  
 
20-30 33 48% Analysis 18 26% 
30-40 27 40% Manager 18 26% 
Age 
40-50 8 12% Business User 1 2% 
Male 21 31% IT Consultant 17 25% Gender 
Female 47 69% Intern 3 4% 
<=1 year 22 32% Team Leader 6 9% 
2 -- 5 years 26 38% Tester 3 5% 
6 -- 10 years 4 6% 
Position 
Bank Officer 2 3% 
10 -- 20 years 16 24% <=16 years 36 53% 
Job Tenure 
   
Education 
>16 years 32 47% 
Table 2. Demographics 
3.2 Measurement Model 
After data collection, following methodologists’ suggestion (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988), the 
measurement model was first tested to further validate the instrument before hypothesis testing. 
First, exploratory factor analysis with principal component analysis was used to extract factors in our 
study (Hair et al., 1995). Major principal components with eigenvalue greater than 1 were extracted as 
constructs. The major components were then rotated (with the Varimax rotation method) to form 
interpretable factors. An item and the intended construct correlation (also known as factor loading) 
should be greater than 0.5 to satisfy convergent validity; an item and the unintended construct 
correlation should be less than 0.4 for discriminant validity (Hair et al., 1995). Seven major latent 
factors were extracted, together explained 79.3% of total variance. All items satisfied the convergent 
and discriminant validity requirements
1
. Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) is recommended as a 
statistical method (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988) for testing measurement model. Items of a construct 
are expected to be highly correlated with the intended construct only. If an item is not substantially 
related to the intended construct, or significantly related to an unintended construct, the pre-specified 
relationship is invalidated and adjustment of the instrument is required. For convergent validity to be 
established, construct-item correlation should be statistically significant (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988). 
Items of the same construct should be highly correlated with sufficient reliability as indicated by 
Cronbach’s alphas (α) (Hair et al., 1995). If all these criteria (significant correlation, and α) are 
satisfied, the convergent validity of the items are said to be satisfactory. Our test using statistical 
package LISREL v8.5 showed that all items loaded properly on the intended construct except the first 
item for relational benefit whose loading was low (below 0.7). It was therefore removed. We also drop 
                                              
1 Table on EFA and Cronbach’s alpha is available with the authors but not attached in this paper due to page limits. 
construct Duty because of its low reliability (0.65 which is below required 0.7). For the remaining 
items, all criteria were satisfied (Table 3 reports the correlation). 
 
   Mean STD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10  
1 Value of 
knowledge 
5.11 1.89           
2 Dependenc
e 
3.91 1.44 -0.04          
3 Empathy 4.88 1.00 0.22 0.13         
4 Competitio
n 
3.10 1.43 -0.03 0.08 0.16        
5 Relationshi
p benefit 
4.93 1.15 0.20 0.29 0.41 -0.06       
6 Sharing 
frequency 
3.71 1.78 0.34 0.16 0.35 0.06 0.14      
7 Reputation 5.31 1.06 -0.01 -0.10 0.05 0.25 -0.05 -0.11     
8 Reward 3.83 1.42 -0.20 0.20 0.10 0.25 0.02 -0.10 0.18    
9 Gender F=21, M=47 0.07 -0.16 0.08 -0.03 -0.11 -0.06 0.12 0.04   
10 Education 
(yrs) 
16.43 2.02 0.06 -0.03 0.00 0.05 -0.03 0.00 0.22 0.05 0.03  
11 Job tenure 
(moths) 
43.01 47.25 0.24 0.37 0.11 -0.07 0.18 -0.02 -0.02 -0.06 -0.21 -0.16 
Table 3. Correlations 
3.3 Hypotheses Testing 
Because of the use of single item for dependent variable and small sample size, we used ordinary least 
squares regression to test our hypotheses instead of LISREL. We regressed knowledge sharing 
frequency on the main independent variables and control variables. In doing the regression, to present 
the different contribution of main effects and control variables, we adopted a hierarchical process. We 
first regressed knowledge sharing frequency on the control variables (education, gender, age, job 
tenure, reputation and reward), which were all insignificant. We then added the main effects of value 
of knowledge, dependence, competition, empathy and relationship building to the model. Value of 
knowledge and empathy were found significant at the p<0.05 level and dependence was significant at 
the p=0.1 level. Therefore, hypothesis 1, 2 and 4 were supported, but hypothesis 3 and 5 were not (See 
Table 4).  
 
 Control variables Full model 
  B (stdev) P-value B (stdev) P-value 
Intercept 4.79 (2.09)* 0.03 2.14 (2.20) 0.33 
Gender -0.19(0.49) 0.70 -0.45(0.45) 0.33 
Years of education 0.02 (0.11) 0.85 -0.03(0.10) 0.79 
Job tenure (months) 0.00 (0.00) 0.83 -0.01(0.00)† 0.08 
Reputation  -0.16(0.22) 0.46 -0.13(0.20) 0.53 
Reward  -0.10(0.16) 0.52 0.00 (0.15) 1.00 
Value of knowledge     0.51 (0.18)* 0.01 
Dependency   0.31 (0.16) † 0.06 
Empathy   0.60 (0.23)* 0.01 
Competition   -0.01(0.15) 0.95 
Relational benefit   -0.18(0.20) 0.39 
R2 .022  .288  
* Significant at 0.05 level, † Significant at 0.1 level. 
 Table 4. Hypothesis Testing 
4 DISCUSSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS 
We set out to test the impacts of value of knowledge, dependence, competition, empathy and 
relationship benefit on personal knowledge sharing behavior from informational, structural, and 
relational perspectives in an organizational context. Our empirical study shows that the overall model 
fit was satisfactory and 28.8 percent of the variance in the source knowledge sharing frequency was 
explained, suggesting that the model was effective in explaining a significant portion of the source’s 
knowledge sharing behavior.  
From our data analysis, empathy is an important factor to knowledge sharing behavior between the 
knowledge source and the receiver. It is consistent with the previous social psychological (Eisenberg 
& Miller, 1987) discovery of the associations between empathy and forms of helping behaviour and 
our suggestion that knowledge sharing is a form of help-giving behavior. Considering its large 
standardized beta value among all constructs, empathy appears to be the most dominant factor in our 
study.  Value of knowledge is often used as an important construct in knowledge seeking. Our data 
analysis result confirmed that value of knowledge is an important factor to the knowledge sharing 
behavior as well. Although the relationship between dependence and knowledge sharing behavior is 
slightly less significant than the two constructs already mentioned, our data analysis shows there is 
still a certain degree of confidence (significant at 0.1 level). This is consistent with the coordination 
explanation (Malone and Crowston, 1994).  
Competition had very low and insignificant correlation with knowledge sharing behaviors (r = -0.01). 
It had a negative impact on knowledge sharing as we had expected despite of its insignificance. Given 
the fact that we conducted the survey in the normal working environment, any question regarding 
competition with colleagues would be seen as politically sensitive to the respondents and we might get 
an inaccurate picture of how competition affects knowledge sharing behavior in this study. Therefore, 
a plausible explanation is that respondents did not give their honest feedback because of social 
desirability concerns.  
Relationship building, as we thought, should be one of the social benefits for sharing knowledge to 
build up a desired friendship. However, result indicates that relationship motivation has a low and 
insignificant correlation with knowledge sharing behavior (r = -0.18).  We understand that the majority 
of the respondents (68%) had been in their respective departments for more than 1 year and most 
likely they had already known each other well before we conducted the survey. Relationship building 
with each other was not an immediate motivation to share knowledge any more. That could be the 
reason to explain the insignificant result.  
4.1 Implications and conclusion 
Before we proceed to the implications of this study, we note its limitations. First, our study is limited 
to dyadic knowledge sharing. To fully understand a source’s knowledge sharing behavior, it is 
necessary to cover multiple knowledge receivers and compare the source’s sharing behavior across 
knowledge receivers. Second, even at the dyadic level, different knowledge source to receiver 
relationships can be distinguished. For example, knowledge sharing behavior can be very different 
among managers and colleagues of same rank. Although we had collected information of respondents’ 
positions in the three organizations, we could not generate any meaningful observation due to the 
small number of managers in the sample. Finally, we only managed to collect 68 respondents from 
three local organizations. The small sample size indicates that the study should be treated as a pilot 
test. The small sample size might also have caused some hypotheses to be insignificant. No 
generalizability should be claimed. A full scale study with a larger sample size is surely needed in the 
future.  
Given that, the theoretical implication of this study is multifold. First, we suggest that empathy is one 
of the most important factors which determine an employee’s knowledge sharing behavior in the 
organizational context. In the past studies on knowledge sharing, empathy was often overlooked. Our 
data analysis indicates that it is inappropriate to ignore empathy because it could be a very important 
factor in knowledge sharing behavior. Second, in the past research, value of knowledge or quality of 
information is mostly seen as important factor in the studies of knowledge seeking instead of 
knowledge sharing. Most of the researchers argued that value of knowledge and quality of the source 
play important role when a knowledge seeker decides on whom he/she should seek knowledge. In 
addition, value of knowledge is often seen as a property of an individual in the past studies. At the 
dyadic level, we see value of knowledge as a property of the tie between the knowledge source and the 
receiver instead of just the property of the knowledge source per se. We redefine the value of 
knowledge as a measure of relative usefulness and helpfulness of the knowledge owned by the source 
to the receiver in this dyadic relationship. And our data analysis confirmed our hypotheses that higher 
the value of knowledge an employee possesses, the higher the frequency he/she will share it with 
his/her colleague. Third, our data analysis showed that dependence also plays a role in knowledge 
sharing behavior. It is consistent with the Dependence Theory and Coordination Theory, which say 
there will be more communications between two persons if their jobs are interdependent to each other. 
Our data analysis also shows that relationship building does not have a significant impact on 
knowledge sharing behavior. It is against Cross and Sproull (2004)’s argument that sharing with others 
one’s own recent development of relevant expertise is an important means to maintain the relationship 
between the source and receiver. Although we attribute it to the fact that all survey respondents had 
already known each others well and relationship building was not no longer an obvious social benefit, 
we suspect that relationship building still remains as an important factor of knowledge sharing 
behavior in a situation when a new member joins a department or when a new department is started 
and members are from different departments. Fifth, we found that few researchers articulated a model 
which covers more than one aspect and most of them focused only on either personal motivations or 
structural perspective of knowledge sharing. In our study, we attempted to propose a more 
comprehensive knowledge sharing model which covers not only relational and structural aspects, but 
also from an informational aspect. This gives a more holist picture of the factors determine knowledge 
sharing behavior in an organizational context. In summary, at the dyadic level, we haven identified a 
few important, yet overlooked variables that contributes to knowledge sharing. These variables 
collectively help to explain the knowledge sharing frequency among colleagues, hence it offers a set of 
mechanisms to explain the formation of knowledge sharing network in organizations. 
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